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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent temi adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). ' 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to comnnunication{s) filed on 08 July 2004 . 
2a)|3 This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-38 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 7-38 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received, 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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3) □ Infomnation DIsciosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 
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DETAILED ACTION 



This Application has been examined. The claims 1-38 are pending. The examination 
results are as following. 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in*the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

In claim 1, line 5, "an optimal phase" is not supported in the specification. 

In claim 19, line 8, "the optimal phase" is not supported in the specification. 

In claim 37, line 6, "the optimal phase" is not supported in the specification. See 
Negative Limitation, see MPEP 2173.05(i). 

The specification does mention "An optimal sampling fi^equency" on page 1, line 27. 
However, the specification does not disclose "the optimal phase" as claims 1,19 and 37. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 



basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 



A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

^ Claims 1-17, 19-20, 25-28 and 31-34, 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by West (WO 98/25401 cited by Applicant). 

Regarding claims 1-4, 6-7 and 19-20, 36-38, West discloses a method for correcting the 
phase different between the pixel clock (34, 36, figure 2, page 7, lines 28) of a graphics card and 
the sampling clock (page 2, lines 28 to page 3, line 5) of a flat-panel display with an analog 
interface in a system comprising flat-panel display, graphics card and computer (see abstract), 
therefore, 

characterized in that automatic adjustment of the phase difference is performed repeatedly (see 
figures 2, 4 and 6b). 

Regarding claims 5, and 26, West discloses a sufficiently bright pixel is selected and the 
rising edge of a video pulse of this pixel is determined (see figure 4, LEFT REG and RIGHT 
REG, page 14 line 1), in that a sufficiently bright pixel is selected and the falling edge of a video 
pulse of this pixel is determined (see figure 4, LEFT REG and RIGHT REG, page 13, lines 21- 
24), and that the phase difference is adjusted such that the sample moment for the total image is 
approximately midway between the rising and falling edges of the video pulse (se page 15, lines 
10-28). 

Regarding claim 8, West discloses the image region with the pixel are arranged on the 
flat screen in rows and columns between a back porch region and a front porch region (see page 
2, lines 1 1-27, see figure Id), a pixel in the first image column adjacent the back porch region 
(see figure 4, LEFT REG and RIGHT REG, page 14, line 1) being selected as a sufficiently 
bright pixel for determining the rising edge and a pixel in the first image column adjacent the 
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front porch region being selected as a sufficiently bright pixel for determining the falling edge 
(see figure 4, LEFT REG and RIGHT REG, page 13, lines 21-24. 

Regarding claim 9, West discloses an inherent the brightness of a pluraHty of image, as 
pots of first column is measure. 

Regarding claims 11-12 and 31-32, West discloses a method and arrangement (see 
figures 2 and 4) for shifting the phase difference (18, see figure 2, page 16, lines 23-27) I order to 
determine the amplitude value or sample value (202, 203, see figure 7, lines) of the selected pixel 
until either the measured amplitude values or sample values (see figure 4, THRESRGEm 
PIXCOMP, see age 16, line 23-topage 17, lines 17); or the measured amplitude values or sample 
values are below a predetermined limit value (see lie below a threshold, see figure 4, 
THRESREG, PIXCOMP, see page 17, lines 18-27), the phase difference being shifted by half a 
pixel width (see page 17, lines 12-15, and see selecting a frame at a center of a subseries, see 
lines 23-25. 

Regarding claims 13-14 and 33-34, West discloses a method and an arrangement (see 
figure 2 and 4, wherein to determine the rising/falling edge, the phase difference is shifted in the 
direction of the back porch region or front porch (18, "PROGRAMMABLE DELAY, see figure 
2, page 16, lines 23-27; both "directions" are possible, page 17, lines 25-27) until measured 
amplitude value (202, 203, see figure 7) drops to a predetermined % (see Ues below a threshold, 
see figure 4, "THRESREG", "PIXCOMP", see page 17, lines 18-27, see "the right hand most 
active pixel component", this value of the phase difference is buffered as the location of the 
rising/falling edge (see page 17, lines 12-15 and 23-25). 
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Regarding claims 15-17, West discloses an inherent the phase or sampling instant is 
delayed to the midpoint between the rising and falling edges by a predetermined amount (see 
selecting a frame at a center of a subseries, see page 17, lines 23-25). 

Regarding claims 25-28, West discloses the phase adjustment necessary for instaneous 
condition of the system is determined only at individual image spots, and by which the 
determined phase adjustment is then applied to the entire image (see page 15, lines 23-28), or by 
an adjusting device with which the phase is adjusted such that the sampling instant is shifted by 
approximately half the width of an image spot toward the center of the pixel (see page 15, lines 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



S Claims 18, 21-24 and 29-30 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over West (WO 98/25401 cited by Applicant) in view of Hirao et al. (US 
4,996,596). 

West does not disclose the sampling instant can be changed by the user compared with the value 
determined during matching in case an offset adjusted, and an adjusting device for shifting the 
phase comprising a circuit containing two PLL circuits, whose outputs can be adjusted 



10-28). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
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independently of one another as regards their phase. Hirao discloses a circuit for providing the 
phase comparator (16) to compare the phase of the horizontal synchronization signal from 
synchronization separating circuit (14, see column 8, lines 45-49), and two PLL loop (first PLL 
loop and second PLL loop, whose outputs independtly to each other (see abstract). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
the teaching of using the phase comparator, first PLL loop and second PLL loop as taught by 
Hirao into the adjusting device of West having sampling clock because this would for responding 
to a single output in a synchronization detector circuit (see abstract). 

Response To Arguments 
y. Applicant's arguments filed on 7-8-04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues on pages 15-17 that West discloses every hmitation except the "optimal 
phase difference repeatedly during continued operation". Examiner respectfully disagrees with 
the arguments because these limitations are not supported in the specification as discussed above. 

Correspondence 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kimnhung Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-308-0425. 
The examiner can normally be reached on MON-FRI, FROM 8:30 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on (703) 308-6725. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
AppUcation Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kimnhung Nguyen \ 



March 10, 2005 




ALEXANDER EI8EN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



2173.05(0 Negative Limitations 



The current view of the courts is that there is nothiiig inherently ambiguous or uncertain 
about a negative Smitation. So long as the boundaries of the patent protection sought are 
set forth definite^, albeit neg^tivefy, the claim complies with the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. Some older cases were critical of negative limitations 
because they tended to define the invention in terms of wl^t it was not, rather than 
pointing out the invention. Thus, the court observed that the limitation "R is an alkeiyl 
radical other tiian 2-buten}d and 2,4-pentadiei^r' was a negative limitation that rendered 
the claim indefinite because it was an attempt to claim the invention by excluding what the 
inventors did not invent rather than distinct^ and particularly pointing out what they did 
invent. In re Schechter, 205 F.2d 185, 98 USPQ 144 (CCPA 1953). 
A ckim which recited the limitation "said homopolymer being fi*ee from the proteins, 
soaps, resins, and sugars present in natural Hevea rubber" in order to exclude the 
characteristics of the prior art product, was considered definite because each recited 
limitation was definite. In re Wakefield, 422 F.2d 897, 899, 904, 164 USPQ 636, 638, 
641 (CCPA 1970). In addition, the court found that the negative limitation "incapable of 
forming a dye with said oxidized developing agent" was definite because the boundaries 
of the patent protection sought were clear. In re Barr, AAA F.2d 588, 170 USPQ 330 
(CCPA 1971). 

Aiy negative limitation or exclusionary proviso must have basis in the original disclosure. 
If alternative elements are positive^ recited in the specification, they may be expHdt^ 
excluded in the claims. See/w re Johnson, 558 F.2d 1008, 1019, 194 USPQ 187, 196 
(CCPA 1977) ("[the] specification, having described the whole, necessarily described th 
part remaining.'). See also Ex parte Grasselli, 23 1 USPQ 393 (Bd. App. 1983), aff \ 
mem,, 738 F.2d 453 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The mere absence ofa positive recitation is not 
basis fox an exclusion. Any claim containing a negative limitation which does not have 
basis in the original disclosure should be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
as Ming to comply with the written description requirement Note that a lack of literal 
basis in the specification for a negative limitation may not be sufficient to establish a 
prima facie case for lack of descriptive support. Ex parte Parks, 30 USPQ2d 1234, 
1236 ^d. Pat App. & Inter. 1993). See MPEP § 2163 - § 2163.07(b) for a 
discussion of the written descrption requirement of 35 U. S .C . 112, first paragraph. 
2173.050 Old Combination 



